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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. This action is responsive to an amendment filed 1 1/26/03. Claims 1-32 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments mailed on 11/26/03 have been fiilly considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection which is deemed appropriate to address all of the needs at 
this time. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1, 4, 5 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Dowens 
et al (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0037074). 

Regarding claim 1, Dowens teaches receiving a call from a caller (fig. 5; page no 5, 
paragraph 0053). 

Dowens further teaches verifying whether the caller is a subscriber of the service (fig. 5; 
page no 5, paragraph 0053). 

Dowens further teaches routing the caller to chat room if the caller is a subscriber (fig. 5; 
page no 5, paragraph 0053, page no 6, paragraph 0057). 
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Regarding claim 4, Dowens teaches querying whether the caller would like to make a 
conference call (i.e., offering the caller with two or more chat rooms to choose from) (fig. 5, 
fig.6; page no 6, paragraphs 0062-0065). 

Regarding claim 5, Dowens teaches routing the caller to a chat room selected by the 
caller (fig. 5, fig.6; page no 5, paragraph 0053, page no 6, paragraphs 0057, 0062-0065). 

Regarding claim 8, Dowens teaches retrieving information associated with the caller 
(page no 6, paragraph 0059). 

5. Claims 19 and 22-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
DeSimone (U.S. Patent No. 6,175,619). 

Regarding claim 19, DeSimone teaches facilitating a conversation in a chat room (i.e., 
public chat room) comprising a plurality of parties (i.e., chatters) (col. 5, lines 17-32, 48-63). 

DeSimone further teaches leading at least two parties (i.e., chatters) of the plurality of 
parties (i.e., chatters) to a chat room (i.e., private chat room) when Participant Authorization 
Code (PAC) (i.e., user ID numbers) associated with the at least two parties (i.e., chatters) are 
received (abstract; col. 5, lines 17-63, col. 6, lines 19-36). 

DeSimone further teaches that the Participant Authorization Code (PAC) (i.e., user ID 
numbers) can be received from one or more of the at least two parties (i.e., chatters) (col. 5, lines 
17-63, col.6, lines 19-36), 

Regarding claim 22, DeSimone teaches that each of the at least two parties (i.e., chatters) 
must provide his or her own Participant Authorization Code (PAC) (i.e., user ED numbers) to 
enter the chat room (col. 5, lines 17-63, col.6, lines 19-36). 
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Regarding claim 23, DeSimone teaches that one or more of the user callback numbers (i.e., 
ID numbers) are permanent callback numbers (i.e., ID numbers) (col. 5, lines 17-63). 

Regarding claim 24, DeSimone teaches that one or more of the Participant Authorization 
Code (PAC) (i.e., user ID numbers) are temporary identifications (col5, lines 17-63, col.6, lines 
19-36). 

Regarding claim 25, DeSimone teaches that in one or more of the Participant 
Authorization Code (PAC) (i.e., user ID numbers) can be used only once (col. 5, lines 17-63, 
col.6, lines 19-36). 

Claim RejecHons - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 2, 3, 6, 7, 10, 11 and 13-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dowens et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0037074) and in view of Harvey et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 2002/0059379). 

Regarding claim 2, Dowens fails to teach "inviting the caller to be a subscriber if the 
caller is not a subscriber". Harvey teaches inviting the user to be a member if the user is not a 
member (page 6, paragraph 0059; 'user' reads on the claim 'caller' and 'member' reads on the 
claim 'subscriber'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Dowens to allow inviting the caller to be a subscriber if 
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the caller is not a subscriber as taught by Harvey. The motivation for the modification is to have 
doing so in order to provide a chat session. 

Regarding claim 3, Dowens fails to teach "supplying the caller with a trial membership". 
Harvey teaches supplying the user with a trial membership (page 6, paragraph 0059; 'user' reads 
on the claim 'caller'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Dowens to allow supplying the caller with a trial 
membership as taught by Harvey. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in 
order to provide a chat session. 

Regarding claim 6, Dowens fails to teach "providing the caller with a user ID number". 
Harvey teaches providing the user with a user ID number (page 7, paragraph 0063; 'user' reads 
on the claim 'caller'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Dowens to allow providing the caller with a user ID 
number as taught by Harvey. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to 
provide an identification to participate in the chat session. 

Regarding claim 7, Dowens teaches routing the user to a private chat room when the user 
ID number is received from the caller (page no 6, paragraphs 0062-0065). 

Regarding claims 10 and 13, Dowens fails to teach "the chat room is moderated". Harvey 
teaches that the chat room is moderated (page 6, paragraphs 0057, 0059). Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Dowens to allow the chat room be moderated as taught by Harvey. The motivation for the 
modification is to have doing so in order to add or remove the number of participants in the chat 
session. 
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Regarding claim 1 1 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claims 1, 4 and 8. Furthermore, Dowens fails to teach "inviting the caller to be a subscriber if the 
caller is not a subscriber". Harvey teaches inviting the user to be a member if the user is not a 
member (page 6, paragraph 0059; 'user' reads on the claim 'caller' and 'member' reads on the 
claim 'subscriber'). Thus, it v^ould have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Dowens to allow inviting the caller to be a subscriber if 
the caller is not a subscriber as taught by Harvey. The motivation for the modification is to have 
doing so in order to provide a chat session. 

Regarding claim 14, Dowens fails to teach "moderating the one or more chat rooms using 
rules associated with the voice chat room service". Harvey teaches that moderating the one or 
more chat rooms using rules associated with the voice chat room service (page 6, paragraphs 
0057, 0059). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Dowens to allow moderating the one or more chat rooms using 
rules associated with the voice chat room service as taught by Harvey, The motivation for the 
modification is to have doing so in order to add or remove the number of participants in the chat 
session. 

Regarding claim 15, Dowens teaches charging the caller for the voice chat room service 
(page no 5, paragraphs 0051, 0052). 

Regarding claim 16, Dowens teaches that the charging step is based on time spent by the 
caller in the one or more chat rooms (page no 5, paragraphs 0051, 0052). 

Regarding claim 17, Dowens teaches collecting a fixed fee from the caller regardless of 
time spent by the caller in the one or more chat rooms (page no 5, paragraphs 0051, 0052). 
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Regarding claim 18, Dowens teaches prompting the caller inherently for a password 
(fig.5; page no 5, paragraph 0053). 

8, Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dowens et al. 
(U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0037074) and in view of Bouvier et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,430,276). 

Regarding claim 9, Dowens fails to teach "the information can be retrieved from one or 
more of a home location register, a visitor location register, and a service control point". Bouvier 
teaches the information can be retrieved from a service control point (col. 6, lines 11-13). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Dowens to allow the information to be retrieved from one or more of a home location 
register, a visitor location register, and a service control point as taught by Bouvier. The 
motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to provide the information of the 
called party. 

9. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dowens et al. 
(U.S. Pub, No. 2002/0037074) and in view of Harvey et al. (U.S. Patent No. 2002/0059379) and 
fiirther in view of Bouvier et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,430,276), 

Regarding claim 12, Dowens in view of Harvey fails to teach "the information can be 
retrieved from one or more of a home location register, a visitor location register, and a service 
control point". Bouvier teaches the information can be retrieved from a service control point 
(col.6, lines 11-13), Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Dowens in view of Harvey to allow the information to be 
retrieved from one or more of a home location register, a visitor location register, and a service 
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control point as taught by Bouvier. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in 
order to provide the information of the called party. 

10. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over DeSimone (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,175,619) and in view of Dowens et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0037074). 

Regarding claim 20, DeSimone fails to teach "charging one or more of the at least two 
chatters with additional fees for the private chat room". Dowens teaches charging one or more 
subscribers for the private chat room (page no 5, paragraphs 0051, 0052). Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
DeSimone to allow charging one or more of the at least two chatters with additional fees for the 
private chat room as taught by Dowens. The motivation for the modification is to have the 
display in order to provide the information of the cost of the chat session. 

11. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over DeSimone (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,175,619) and in view ofSonesh et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,614,783). 

Regarding claim 21, DeSimone fails to teach "retrieving one or more of the user ED 
numbers if the at least two chatters do not remember the one or more of the user ID numbers". 
Sonesh teaches retrieving one or more of the user identifications if the at least two users do not 
remember the one or more of the user identifications (col.6, lines 54-63). Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
DeSimone to allow retrieving one or more of the user ED numbers if the at least two chatters do 
not remember the one or more of the user ID numbers as taught by Sonesh. The motivation for 
the modification is to have the display in order to provide the information for verification 
purpose. 
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12, Claim 26, 27, 31 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dowens et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0037074) and in view of Trovato et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,425,012). 

Regarding claim 26 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with respect to 
claim 1. Furthermore, Dowens fails to teach "a plurality of chat rooms". Trovato teaches that a 
plurality of chat rooms (col.7, lines 53-55). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Dowens to allow a plurality of chat 
rooms as taught by Dowens. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to 
provide the conference capability. 

Regarding claim 27, Dowens teaches that each of the plurality of chat rooms is associated 
with a conference bridge circuit (fig. 5, fig.6; page no 6, paragraphs 0062-0065). 

Regarding claim 31, Dowens teaches moderating conversation in one or more of the 
plurality of chat rooms (page no 6, paragraphs 0062-0065). 

Regarding claim 32, Dowens fails to teach "transferring a caller from a first chat room to 
a second chat room among the plurality of chat rooms". Trovato teaches adding a caller fi*om a 
recent chat room to a new chat room among the plurality of chat rooms (col.7, lines 44-56; 
*adding' reads on the claim 'transferring' and 'recent chat room to a new chat room' reads on the 
claim 'first chat room to a second chat room'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Dowens to allow 
transferring a caller from a first chat room to a second chat room among the plurality of chat 
rooms as taught by Trovato. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to 
provide the different service based on the caller's interest. 
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13. Claims 28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dowens 
et al. (U.S. Pub. No, 2002/0037074) and in view of Morris et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,339,784). 

Regarding claim 28, Dowens fails to teach "public chat rooms". Morris teaches public chat 
rooms (col.4, lines 38-41). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Dowens to allow the public chat rooms as taught by 
Morris. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to provide the access to 
chat session to all the visitors. 

Regarding claim 29, Dowens fails to teach "private chat rooms". Morris teaches private 
chat rooms (col.4, lines 38-41). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to modify Dowens to allow the private chat rooms as 
taught by Morris. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to provide the 
access to chat session to all the specific participants. 

14. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dowens et al. 
(U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0037074) and in view of DeSimone (U.S. Patent No, 6,175,619). 

Regarding claim 30, Dowens fails to teach "leading at least two callers to a priyate chat 
room". DeSimone teaches leading at least two callers to a private chat room (col. 5, lines 34-63). 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Dowens to allow leading at least two callers to a private chat room as taught by 
DeSimone. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to provide the chat 
session to all the particular callers. 
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Conclusion 



15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alam Elahee whose telephone number is (703) 305-4822. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon to Fri from 9:00am to 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Fan Tsang can be reached on (703) 305-4895. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 872-9306 for regular 
communications and for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-4750. 



MD SHAFIUL ALAM ELAHEE 
March 5, 2004 



ALLAN H008AIN | 
PRIMARY EXAMINER V 




